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AISING. T.L. On December 8, 1993, the Draft Final version of the Chemicals of Concern (COC) Technical
222‘53'0“&% Memorandum for Operable Unit No. 2 (OU 2) was submitted to the Environmental Protection
STEWART.DL. Agency (EPA) and the Colorado Department of Health (CDH) for review. Comments on this
ggﬁ’f&jfﬂ 4 document were to be submitted to the Department of Energy/Rocky Flats Office (DOE/RFO) on
SWANSON, ER. January 14, 1994. CDH submitted comments on January 25, 1994. EPA has not yet

SO T submitted their comments on this document. Both DOE and CDH were complimentary of the
WYANT, R.D. technical memorandum, and there are just a few issues to resolve due to these comments.
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Ll G bt Resolution of comments on the OU 2 COC technical memorandum are important since:
Hopkiny T kI
Podiilr RS bc e The COC process has never been formally approved by the regulatory agencies at any QU

YT at the‘ Rocky Flats plant. Qomments resolved in the resolﬁutlon process for the OU 2 COC
’ - J technical memorandum will therefore be precedent setting.
Ll Z
. < *  We were formally directed to start work on the background comparison and the COCs at
E MasT OUs 1 through 7 on December 22, 1993. Responses to Comments requested in the Start
CORAES CON ROL s Work letter were transmitted on December 22, 1993 to DOE/RFO. These comment
TRAFFIC . responses resolved all comments concerning the statistical methodologies to be used in
PATS/T130G the background comparison; therefore, work started on the background comparisons
CLASSIFICATION: subsequent to December 22, 1993. The first OUs to implement the background
LICNI comparison are OUs 2, 3 and 6. After the background comparison is finished the COC
—UNGCLASSIFIED development process would begin.
CONFIDENTIAL
SECRET
*  OnJanuary 28, 1994, EPA and CDH convened a meeting to discuss how background
AUTHORIZED CLASSIFIER

OCﬂﬁMI ‘{AQS‘F.CA comparisons and COC selection were to be performed at OUs 3 and 5. At this time, EPA
D yoligd said that the COC selection process within the COC technical memorandum was not

WE implemented correctly at OU 2.

IN HEPL?/&RFP CC NO: EG&G is currently being directed by DOE/RFO to resume work on the COC technical

A memorandum. However, EPA has informally stated that the COC process is not being
ACTION ITEM STATUS implemented correctly. Since EPA has not submitted comments to the OU 2 COC technical
a PART';JOPEN memorandum, EG&G cannot respond to EPA's implementation concerns.
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Due 1o the above, EG&G can:

e  Start deveioping the COC technical memorandum for QUs 3 and 6 without knowing the
impacts of EPA’s formal comments. This option would probably lead to the rewrite of
these COC technical memorandum after EPA comments have been resolved. This option
could be costly since data may have to be remanipuiated.

e  Wait for EPA comments and assess potential impacts of these comments before proceeding
with the QU 3 and 6 COC technical memorandum. This option would assure that an
approved COC selection process is used at OUs 3 and 6.

Waiting for EPA comment resolution will have a schedule impact, and this impact was
presented to DOE/RFO at the weekly risk assessment meeting on January 28, 1994 as well as
at a meeting on February 23, 1994. This schedule impact is due to the projection that the
background comparisons at OUs 3 and 6 would be finished by March 1. March 1 aiso
coincides with the OU 2 COC comment resolution process being finished. Since the OU 2
comment resolution process has not even started, there will probably be at least a day for day
slip in the schedule from January 14 until comment resolution with EPA in the OU 2 COC
technical memorandum as completed.

Waiting for EPA comment resolution will also extend the schedules for the Feasibility Study

~at OUs 3 and 6. Technical Memorandum No. 1 for the FS outlines Preliminary Remediation

Goals (PRGs). COCs are required for development of PRGs. If COC selection for OUs 3 and 6
does not begin by March 1, the Feasibility Study schedules will also be extended on a day for
day basis. ‘

EG&G requests DOE/RFO concurrence that EG&G should proceed with the COC Technical
Memorandum at OUs 3 and 6 instead of waiting for comment resolution on the OU 2 COC
Technical Memorandum. If you have any questions, please call J. K. Hopkins of Environmental
Engineering & Technology at extension 86386.
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Associate General Manager
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